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To require that Federal agencies charge a fee for parking at facilities owned or 
controlled by the United States, and to ban construction or acquisition of 
parking facilities by Federal, agencies, under certain circmnstances.' 


IN THE HOUSE OF EEPEESENTATIVES 

Apeil 2, 1979 

Mr. Geassley introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 


A BILL 

To re(5[uir6 ths/t Federal agencies charge a fee for parking at 
facilities owned or controlled by the United States, and to 
ban construction or acquisition of parking facilities by Fed- 
eral agencies, under certain circumstances. 

1 Be U enacted hy the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tines of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That (a) notwithstanding any other provision of law and 

4 except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, each Fed- 

5 eral agency that provides parking for motor vehicles at any 

6 parking facility owned or controlled by the United States 
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7 shall charge a fee for such parking which shall be established 
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1 by the Secretary of Transportation under subsection (c) of 

2 this section. 

3 (b) Subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to the 

4 provision of parking for the motor vehicles of— 

5 (1) officers and employees of the United States at 

6 places other than their principal place of employment 

7 while such officers and employees are performing their 

8 official duties; 

9 (2) officers and employees of the United States at 
10 their residence, if such residence is located on property 

Q'\y] 26 d by the United States; and 

12 (3) individuals conducting business with the 

13 United States at places other than their principal place 


14 of business. 

15 (c) Within one hundred and eighty days after the date of 

16 enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation shall 

17 determine the fees to be charged at each parking facility 

18 owned or controlled by the United States. Such fees shall 

19 approximate the prevailing fees for similar parking facdities 

20 in the geographical area in which such parking facility is lo- 


21 cated. 

22 Sec. 2. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law 

23 and except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, no 

24 Federal agency shall — 

Approved For Release 2003/11/06 : CIA-RDP85-0Q988R000600'l0002Qt} 

25 (1) construct or contract for the construction oi, 



1 

2 

3 

4 


Approved For Rele^g^ 2003/11/06 : CIA-RDP85-00988R00Q^1 00020-4 

3 

(2) alter or contract for the alteration of any real 
property or building to provide; or 

(3) acquire by purchase, donation, exchange, or 

lease; ' 

6 any parking facility to be owned or controUed by the United 

6 States. 

7 (b) Subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to—* 

(1) any acquisition of any real property on which, 
or any building in which, any parking facility is lo- 
cated, if the acquisition of such parking facility is inci- 
dental to the primary purpose of the acquisition of such 
real property or building; 

(2) any acquisition of any parking facility by ex- 
change, to the extent that the parking spaces gained 
by such exchange do not exceed the parking spaces 
lost by such exchange; and 

(3) any acquisition of any real property on which, 
or any building in wHch, any parking facility is lo- 
cated, if such parking facility is to be converted to an- 
other use and such parking facility is not used to park 
motor vehicles after the date of acquisition of such 
parking facility. 

Sec. 3. For purposes of this Act — 

(1) the term “Federal agency” means any depart- 
25ApproveaieiEtfrrage«fiy,2(KHtti]irii®io0V^ 
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1 ment in the executive, legislative, or judicial branch of 

2 the United States Government, including any corpora- 

3 tion controlled or wholly or partially owned by the 

4 United States; and 

5 (2) the term “parking facility” means any facility 

6 or any part of any facility designed to provide parking 

7 A ^ for motor vehicles. . ! ■ 

8 Sec. 4. (a) The provisions of the first section of this Act 

9 shall become effective two hundred and ten days after the 

10 date of enactment of this Act. * 

11 (b) The provisions of section 2 of this Act shah, become 

12 effective after the last day of the two-year period beginning 

13 on the date of enactment of this Act. 
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96th congress 
1st Session 


S.871 


To amend the Public Buildings Act to require that parking fees be charged at all 
parking lots and facilities owned or operated by the United States. _ 


IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 


Aprii. 4 Oegislative day, February 22), 1979 
Mr. Dombnici introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to 
the Committee on Environment and Public Works 


A BILL 

To amend the Public Buildings Act to require that parking fees 
be charged at all parking lots and facilities owned or operat- 
ed by the United States. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled^ 

3 That this Act may be cited as the “Parking Fees Act of 

4 1979 ''. 

5 Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that employees of the 

6 United States pay nothing, or only a modest fee, for parking 

7 an automobile at work on Federal property, a service for 

8 which an employee in private industry usually pays commer- 
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1 cial rates. The Congress also finds that such a policy of free 

2 or low-cost parking by Federal employees discourages the 

3 wide use of mass transit and other energy-efficient modes of 

4 transportation, 

5 (b) The Congress, therefore, declares it shall be the 

6 policy of the United States to charge the equivalent of com- 

7 mercial parking rates at all parking lots imder the control of 

8 the United States, 

9 Sec. 3. The Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amended 

10 (40 U.S.C. 601-616), is amended by inserting a new section 

11 after section 12, and by renumbering subsequent sections 


12 accordingly: 

13 *‘Sec. 13. (a) Beginning on October 1, 1979, a fee for 

14 the parking of any automobile or other motorized vehicle 

15 used for transporting passengers to and from the place of 

16 employment shall be charged at all parking facilities owned, 

17 controlled, or operated by any Federal agency. Such fees 

18 shall be established at the equivalent of the commercial park- 

19 ing rates prevailing in the general area for similar facilities. 

20 “(b) Funds received under this section shall be used to 

21 pay for the operation of such facility and any necessary mam- 

22 tenance. Funds remaining from such fees shall be deposited 


23 in the general revenues of the Treasury. 

■Ill I ' “3 

24 “(c) This section doesjnot /apply to parking at military 

25 bases or other isolated facilities where no nearby commercial 
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^ e xists. The fees required by this section may be re- 

2 duced to encourage the use of carpools canying four or more 

3 ’passengers. This section shall not apply to persons using 

4 parking facilities under the control of the United States for 

5 business purposes for periods of up to two hours.”. 

O 
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eubmltted to thi 
^te:?an3* Affairs *on'*a*Q^8i 

jE*rint No, 49, 94tli Congress, 

Be: 

JiUy 11. 1978. tbs Veterans AOmiulS' 
tratic^ sent Congress Its “Study of Voca- 
tional objective PTOgraros Approved for tn© 
Enrolment of Veterans.*’ prepared pursuant 
to Sectl^ 204 of Public Law 94r-602 (Senate 
Commltt^ Print No. 23,' 95tti congress; 
House Committee Print No. 147, 95th. Con- 
gress). Thl^ report contains the most recent 
compilationWf data relative to the effective- 
ness of the mgbt and correspondence train- 
ing prograr^ It la our view this study 
supports the \ conclusion that flight and 
correspondence\ training are not achieving 
their intended purpose,, i.e., to help provide 
a source of co^inuing substantial protea* 
sional employtaCL 

For example, im the area of flight train- 
ing, the study p^ts out that although 
completion rates a\e high (an average of 
76 percent), graduaxes are quid? to accept 
very limited, part-tinw employment for the 
purpose of free or red wed-rate fljring rather 
than for professional employment. The 50 
percfent employment requirements of 38 
U.9.q. 1673(a) do not ^ecUy whether Job 
plac^ent needs to be funUime and w© have 
foun<^that a number of whools, especially 
flight Mhools, have used this ladt of d^nl- 
tion tol achieve high 
technical compliance throuj 
graduat^ as part-time insi 
the studA concluded that alt 
ment dataXfor flight schools 
high, basedX on statistics reprei 
nlcal Gomplr^nc© with the law, 


as( 



Lent ratios In 
the xise of 
ctors. Thus 
pugh place- 
r to be^ 
ting tech- 
Ih terms of 



fuU-tim© paid jobs, placement much 
lower. \ \ 

The most r^ent correspondence Comple- 
tion statistics 1976 study) Indicate that 
completion rate^f or vocational courses of- 
fered by correspondence averaged as low as 
41 percent. \ 

We believe that the ineffectiveness of these 
two programs in Shievtng their Intended 
purpose, along with the potential for abuse 
within the programs, "^n&rits their termina- 
tion. 

It Is estimated that r^jal of authority to 
pxirsuo flight and correspondence programs 
would result in direct deneflts savings of 
$57,849,000 in Fiscal Year \980 and in direct 
beneflts savings over the Q^st 5 fiscal years 
of $213,509,000. 

In the amendment of section 1841 of title 
38 (section 401 of th© bill), w have deleted 
references to the flight and <*rrespondeace 
training sections of chapters ^and 36. In 
addition, we have added a new Veference to 
section 1663. Th© effect is to auteori^e the 
Veterans’ Administration to fumim counsel- 
ing to those individuals eligible fo\t beneflts 
under this chapter who wish to abply for 
such asalstanre. We believe counseling^ should 
foe made available to these Indivlduald^^ as- 
sure they are pursuing a program of ^uca- 
tlou appropriate to their needs. 

Tm.® V — ^REPEAt, OF AUTHOBITr TO FURSTJE 

.DISCHABGB EOVCAVTON TBAnONG (PB^) 

Title V of the draft bill would provide 
termination, of the Fredlscharge Hducati^ 
Program (PREF) provided under the chap’' 
ter 32 contributory education program foi^' 
^servlcepersons. The basic authority (38 U.S‘C. 
1631 (fo)1 would foe repealed. In addition 
those provisions of chapters 34 and 36 con- 
taining the authority to carry out the PREP 
program under chapter 34 are also elimi- 
nated. That program was terminated by sec- 
tion 210(5) of Public Law 94-602 by barring 
any enrollments or reenrollments after Oc- 
tober 31, 1976. The provisions of chapter 34 
and 36 were left in title 38, however, to form 
the basts for implementing the chapter 32 
program. 

Current law (subchapter III of chapter 32, 
title 38) provides Veterans Administration 


prepare’ for their future education, train- 
ing or vocation by providing them with the 
opportunity to enroll In and pursue a pro- 
gram of education authorized by aubchapter 
yi of chapter 34 during the last 6 months of 
i© individual’s first enlistment. 

The Department of Defense administers 
’ 1-Volunteer Army. To attract qualified 
L and women Into the all- volunteer mlli- 
forces, the military services recognize 
they must provide effective Induce- 
among which educational opportu- 
one of the most attractive. ' 

proposal would terminate the Predis- 
charg©\Educatloa Program prior to the en- 
rollmeiw of any potentially eligible indi- 
viduals Vp pursue such coxirses. The con- 
tinued neW for PBEP is no longer apparent. 
Today the\Department of Defense operates 
viable inserwice education programs. These 
beneflts, which range all the way from voca- 
tional train™ through graduate work, are 
available in the military service. 

The Departmmt of Defense concurs in the 
amendment belletvlng that adequate Inserv- 
Ice education pro^ams are available and the 
continuance of PRl^ would duplicate efforts 
of these programs and contribute little to 
the military mission.^ 

It is estimated thatVepeal of the atihority 
to pursue PREP programs would result In 
direct beneflts savings 'du Fiscal Year 1980 
of $1,025,000 and in direct beneflts savings 
over th© first 5 fiscal yearVof $6,241,000. 

■ \Tnxh vr-^sriscsrLnA3>rBou3 * 
Section 601 would amendSysectlon 3503 of 
title 38 to delete the exception to the general 
forfeiture rule found in sub^tlon (d) of 
ent law. 

itlon 3503 of title 38 provides, in part, 
thVt any individual who In any Vay perpe- 
trates a fraud under any of thA laws ad- 
mliiUtered by the VA, except Insurance bene- 
fits, forfeits any claim or potential claim for 
VA benefits. Subsection 3503(d) llrmts the 
application of forfeiture after Septer^er I, 
1959, TO Individual.^ residing or dom^lled 
outside u State at the time the act occuVred, 
unless such individual ceases to, be a resi- 
dent or d\5mlciied abroad prior to the stat^ 
of limitations tolling for a criminal offensV 
Prior to\he enactment of Public Law 66^ 
222, effect™ September I, 1959, veterans 
could be suplect to forfeiture within a State. 
Congress fel^that the forfeiture procedures 
subjected an m dividual to double jeopardy, 
forfeiture of beneflts and punishment 
under the fraud statute. Congress limited 
forfeiture to o^nders living abroad who 
were outside the j^trlsdictlon of United States 
courts. 

However, 8Ubseq\ient experience demon- 
strates that such jCOTardy is infrequent. The 
Veterans Admlnistr^lon rarely Is able to 
successfully pursue fVud cases against the 
debtor. In part this is Vue to the reluctance 
of the Department of Ji»tice or the courts to 
enforce such actions. A^a result, a number 
of veterans do not bellev^hey will be penal- 
ized for their fraudulent Mts and persist in 
consciously accepting mon^ under fraudu-^ 
lent circumstances.. W© belle te that the over- 
ptayments problem could fa\ remedied, in 
part, if forfeiture was avalla'^e as a deter- 
rent. 

The effect of the amendment la to rein- 
itate forfeiture where the vetenm is resid- 
or domiciled in the United states and 
obtains educational assistanceX beneflts 
through fraud by seeking monetar\^®ti®flt3 
that he or she would not otherwlseSbe en- 
titled to receive from the Governme^, 
TITLE vn — TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS— ' 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

Section 701 would amend section 1740 of 
title 38 to insert Immediately after “person” 
the following: “(as defined In section 1701 
(a)(1)(A) of this chapter)” This clarlflca- 


^ ^ the special restora- 

Jrainfng' program authorized by Sub- 
cCWpter V of chapter 35 of title 38 ix 
appUc^le only to the children of veterans^ 
and is designed to apply to spouses or 
survlvlngVpouses. This would merely assure 
that the beneficiaries of the special restora- 
tive programSare those who are iatended to 
benefit from program. 

Section 702 proposes a technical change in 
section 1790(b) (2N^pf title 38. The subsection 
requires th© Administrator to give notice to 
veterans and eliglbl^^persons where action 
is taken to discontinue, benefits to such In- 
dividuals, We believe iVis clear that the 
correct word to be utillz^ln the last sen- 
tence of the subsection Is^or” rather than 
the word “therefor” which Vas enacted, in 
section 306, Public Law 95-203. N 
{Section 703 contains two pr^osed tech- 
nical changes to be made in sj^lfled sec- 
tions of Public. Law 95-202. In ena^lng sub- 
section (b) of section 305 of that Con- 
gress inserted four separate clauses. the 

■ ges in sectionNi674 
Ing with regulatWa^ 
trUnJlstrator concei^^. 
ss. In the second, lt5\^ 
t>e made concerning, 
In the third, it au-^ 
Ion of $1,000,000 for 
study provided in 
Instead of properly, 
mg to the study, th© 
d Claus© (1). This 
the correct citation. 

3 correction Is an 
amendment to section 4(H(a) (1) <B) of Pub- 
lic Law 95-'203 and Is digued to correct 
th© present langxiag© whlcnl reads “honor-^ 
and” to properly read “hmmrable”. This 
merely corrects what appears to n® ^ printer’s 
error occurring at the time the eii^Ued en- 
actment was printedi \ 

Section 704 of the measure provides that. 
Its provisions shall take effect on Oct^er 1, 
1979, or the first day of the second cal^dar 
month following the date of enactment, 
whichever occurs later.# . . . , : . . 


IDOWSmCl: ' 

87L^ bill to amend the Public 
BUildRigg^ct to require that i>arMng 
fees be charged at all parking lots and 
facilities owned or operated by the 
United States; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, j ; 

PABllING FEES ACT 0» 197© * , ’ 

« Mr. IX)jVIEOTCI. President, em- 
ployees of the Federal Government- 
including U.S. Senators— enjoy benefits 
that are rightly resented by many tax- 
payers. One of those goodies is free or 
very low cost parking at work. At a time 
when an energy shortage should be send- 
ing us in search of ways to encourage a 
greater use of mass transit, we continue^ 
to simply give parking spots away, en- 
couraging Government employees to 
drive to work. Such a policy is no longer 

.. appropriate;. 

Employees at . the headquarters, at the 
General Services Administration here in 
. Washington pay nothing— not a dime— 
to park at that downtown location. By 
contrast, people who work at private in- 
dustry or those Federal employees not 
lucky enough to rate a spot at the GSA 
lot and use a commercial lot nearby may 
pay $60 to $75 a month to park. Is that 
fair? gges that encourage the use of 
Yf ^shb ^on’s sneciacujafeih; appej r^ 


tern? I think not. 

Of course, some Federal employees are 
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school could msike ^oroUment reports- tbat sldered full-time In certeia oinmmstancfiNi 
are techJii<^y accurate, yet the veteran or to lesa-tbaa 14 but not leea than. 12 semester 
eligible petsocKRihotild not have been paid be- a hours or the equivalent. This was dons in 
cause the scboo^M the coiu*se does not meet! recognition of a subetahtlal change In certain 
■the legal requirei^nts of chapters 34, 35, and college enrollment practices and veteran 


36: If the school 
of the defect, It shi 
the congressional 
liable to the VA for t: 
it maKea the facta 
The section Is also 
that veterans and eligible 
changes in status; Thareason^r 


. or should have icaown 
be, consistent with 
nt of section 1765. 
»vezpayments unless: 
the VA. 

ded to IncUcate 
sham report 
this change 


»peh 


is more fully escplaliied In co^^eotlon with 
the explanation to section 304^^1ow. The 
table of cases is amended to reflect the re«^ 
vised -headings. 

Section 304 amendlfl section 1785 W title 
38 to require of veterans and eUglbts p^floIl3 
the same duties to n^port changes In at 
that are now required of educ^^tlonal insti^- 
tiona. - : 

Section 1785- imposes liability directly, onN 
the schools for the ejmmerated acts but no 
Edmiiar explicit duty is required In that sec-v 
tlon of the veteran or eligible person. We 
have long prmided l>f ragulatlcms that the 
veteran or eligible p^^fson must report 
changes in status timely and truthfully. The 
prc^>osed amendment will simply codify this 
longstanding practice. In each of these two 
situations direct: exjtlioit statu.tory provisions 
should be included in title 3S. 

Seetton 1785 is also anxeuded to clarify 
that the veteran ot eligible person and the. 
educational instltutlou are Jointly liable to 
the VA for overpaymentes. In some cases 
schools have: objected to. being hold liable 
for overpayments as to which the veteran 
is absolved by waiver m authorized by sec- 
tiODr 3102 of title 33 This amenilnieRt codi- ' 
flee traditional practice that the school Is 
not only Jointly liable, but^ that the Federal 
Govemi^nt has the legal right to seele its 
remedy from the schcc»l alone, if a veteran 
has been granted a waiver. 

Section 305 amiends section 1788 (a) of 
tlxle 38 to codify and clarify the full-time 
measurement standard embodied in clause 
(4) of subsection (a) and the category of 
courses which such standard la intended to 
embrace. ’ v ‘ 


needs. It la Impottsmfc to note, however, that 
this limited statutory acceptance of a less- ^ 
er number of credits considered full-time 
did not affect the character- or extent of 
puxeuit which the Congress expected such 
credits to represent, ' ^ ; * 

Tho Congress intended that the term ."se- 
mester-hour** as used in the statute be con- 
strued in Its traditional sense/ And,, since 
the enactment of the Korean conflict QI 
BUI, the Veterans Adminlstratloa has con- 
sistently Interpreted and implemented the 
statutory course measuremetit provision 
Instltuttonal undergraduate coxirsea offered 
on 8 quarter- or semester-hour basis Ixir thia 
manner: > v - 

However, some within the educational com-/ 
munity recently have challenged the VA Ad- 
trator’s authority to apply the tradl- 
uraj credit-hour meaiaur'ement ntandard to 
courses which they ciaiirv 
h&vh. been structured to meet the special 
need^ of their student population. These 
school\^contend that section 1788(a) (4 J re- 
quires t^at the VA pay full- time educational 
assistance allowance when the school, not 
the VA, ^terminee that the veteran is a: 
full-time smdent. They complain, that the 
VA hast ignoKEd Imj ova Ilona in educational 
approach aud^has unlawfully Intruded Into 
thetr academlc^ffairs. A few have gone to 
court to prevoatNthe VA from implementing 
any class session r^uiremen te. 

We want to em^aslze that the VA 
not imposed and no intention of/ftn- 
posing its deterxainatiW of what consti^tea 
full-time training on Vuy school, we do, 
however, have both the ritht and theyrespon- 
siblUty to determine th^ proper j^tutory 
rate of benefits which the Oongre^in tended 
would be paid a veteran bas^ onr the nature 
and extent of such veteran’sSpursuit of an 
approved program of educatloi 
: Further the Congress an«f tko VA have 
tahen notice of certain **noAtra«ttonal** ap- 
proaches to education. Tl^Congre^ for ex- 
ample* has expressly reco^aized ind^endent 


specla\prort- 
th* ot educatloi as- 

couegjate coura» pxirsued tn reel- gistance p»y»bl» lor pursuit of such ctf 


deace on a standard quarter- or swnester- 
iiour basis. The term "in residence on a 
standard quarter- or semester-hour basis’* is 
ejqjressly defined in' the amendment as re- 
quiring pursuit of regularly scheduled week- 
ly Class InstTuction on campus at the rate 
of one standard class session per week 
throughout the semester for one semester 
hour of credit. This standard taradiWonaily 
has been followed by. Uie majority of col- 
legiate institutions and remains the gener- 
ally accepted quantltatlvi? measure of course 
piirsui't: - , 

The Congress recognfcsed this tra«iit!on 
when it first established the minimum credt 
load to be consider^ fuH-tlme pursuit fj 
VA educat tonal benefit pun?oi3es„ Since it 
commonly accepted that each ooHegiate^ovu: 
of credit required 1 hoxir of class and^ tiours 
of outside preparation each week, ihe time, 
resources, and energy required of^e student 
pursuing; T4 semester hours -granted the 
fuU-tlme assistance allow^ce provided. 
J^loreover,. such appUcation/of time toward 
educational pursuit rougjhly equalled that 
of the full-time stu^nf; pursuing other 
forms of training. TOfis, a 14-aetnester hour 
minimum for fpH^tme not only was eon- 
sissenl with ftOl-time measurement stand- 
ards In the collegia te community, generally, 
but also was on » par with the pursuit re- 
quired of noncollege course students for fuU- 
ttma benefits. .r - - - - 

The Congress subsequently liberalized the 
mlrlmum credit load whltjh could be con 


J38 TT.S.O. 1882{a>l/ Whether other conn- 
ate programs whi^ do not fit the traditional 
mold are entitl^ to similar legislative rec* 
ognltlon is a Mtter for congressional dctec- 
mination . jt 'iMv jiT' ». 

The Admhnstrator’s interpretatfon and Im- • 
piemen tawn of section 1788(a)(4) were re- 
cently (^firmed In the case of Waj/ne State 
Vniver^ty v, Ctelandy 440 F, Bupp. 8H (E.D. 
iVIicl^STT) , .rev’d & remand'd. Nos. 73-1 14X, 
73^43 ■ (eth Clp. DeCi 21, 1978). Although 
fa decision by the Sixth Circuit estab-* 

^ Ishea a strong precedent, we believe that a 
'"statutory codification of the VA’s longstand- 
ing policies and pracfelcea in determining 
such course meas^ement will ensure nation,- 
- wide iiniformlty of application andeiiminate 
any further misunderstanding. • 

Section 306 amends section 1788(a) of title 
38. to clarify that the provisions of clauses 
(1> and (2) thereof which reduce the num- 
ber of clock hours of attendance required 
for payment for full-time benefits In the case 
of courses "approved pursuant to section 
1775 of this title” are limited to courses ac- 
credited by. nationally recognized accredit- 
ing agencies. ■ 

The legislative history of both section 509 
of Public Law 94-502 and section 304 of Pub- 
lic Law 95-202 clearly shows that the Con- 
gress, in enacting the mentioned liberalized 
measurement provlslona. Intended to limit 
such measurement to approvals taader sec- 
tion 1775(a) (1) ; l.e„ courses accredited an 
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> approved by a natlona.Uy recognized accred- 
iting agency bt assoclatloa. For example,. Inv 
the- Senate report on. a. 969 . (S,^ Bept, No. 94- 

> 1243, page 127), which btU was ulUmatoiyL. 
enacted as Public law: 94-602, tt. wae noted 

'thatr ' ■■ ■- 

"The Ck>minittee; in i>ermitting a reduction 
in clock hours;, expressly excludes super vlfled. 
study in computing the required number of 
hours. This new measui'e Is limitod/to schools 
accredited by nationally recognh^ accred- 
iting agencies and approved puK^nt to sec- 
tion 1775, The Committee haVoe^ht assured 
by representatives of those/4ppUc8ble ao- 
crediting bodies that such clMk-hour reduc- 
tion will not result in the ilimlnutton of the 
quality of courses offered Accordingly, the 
Committee expressly intends that such ac* 
credltirtg bodies take fem>ropriet6 measures eo 
that thia does not ocew. Any evidence to the 
contr&ry will result /In prompt Committee 
reevaluabion of amendments made by 
the section.” 

The congrossl^aL hitent was reaffirmed 
with ttie furth^"^Rmcn.dnifcni of such" pro vl* 
s;r>jia byThTbIi^Law 95- 202. (See fJ. B^pt, No. 
95 95tJj ^origress.% 3>>'t Seiisiorj, pages 86 
87.) The pr^ent amendment simply perfects 
the ej^es^n of such Iritent, . ■ ; 

Scctioyso? would, amend section 1795 of 
title 38^ proxddc that Umitatlons on periods? 
of edu^tioual assistance under two oc more 
VA pmgrams shall Include chapter 32. 

;tion }7 9& limits, total enti i J e3i.»ent ac- 
Irded a person eligible under two provl- 
one of law to 48^ months. However, .subpara- 
graph (4), which was' enacted earlier in time, 
fails to melude the new chapter 32 program 
in this Umltstton. Tl'tus, a veteran eligible 
for 36 months of benefits uncJci chapter 52 
could also, if eligible,, receive an additiaiial 48 
months under chapter 31 or 46 more montlsa 
under chapter 35. The ameudment, thus,, in- 
cludes chapter 32 to be consistent- ufith the 
congressional Intent of section 1795 relating 
to multiple benefits. - - ■ - -v 
.Section 308 of the draftbill merely amenda 
chapter 32 to reiterate the change to the rule 
TegBtmng multiple program eligibility made 
by section 307. / / , : : / 

Tmjr TV---BEVEAI. ' ov ^AtrrKORmf 'VOH ptmsure 
■ OV VLIGHT Ain> COXBESFONDENCa TSAlNirrd'^t? 

Title IV of the draft bill contains numer- 
ous amendments .io chapters 32, 34, 36 and 
36 of title 38 pro|^oalng to tenninate the au- 
thority for pursuit of flight training by vet^^ 
crans and pursuit of correspondence train- 
ing by veterg^ns, spousoa, ? and surviving" 
^ponses. The changes would repeal the baaic 
^ ithority (se'etlons 1677 and 1786)" for pur^^ 

S orms of tr&miug and would also 
e numerous iGfercnces made lu 
is' of title ffe/; r':'- ' ■ s' 

I, title 3SV cu/reutly provides for 
90 percent of the tuition charge 
veterans for flight training, 
ace programs are administer^ 
rovlsiona of chapter 36 of title 
38. which require the Veterans Admin- 
istration to p^ 99 percent of tiie establishedr 
charges. ChapW 32 requiffta 
reimbursement \f or . individuals traiiiing 
under „that prog ^ 

/ Our years of expVience in administering 
education programs ipr veterans and their 
survivors convince us\that flight and cor- 
respondence courses ha^ not fulfilled their 
intended purpose — helpl^ the beneficiary 
adjust to Ms or her changi^ circumstances 
by providing the training required for basic 
employment. In both, cases ^ere is ample 
evidence that the training do« not lead to 
jobs for the majority of tmin^s and that 
the courses tend to serve avo<iatIo5^L recrea- 
tional and -or personal enrichment, rather 
than basic employment ob jeettvesX In this 
connection see the Veterans Administration 
study entitled "Training By Correspondence 
Phder.-niejc^I^Sqi,. AaJiJ.=Pepth Analysis" 
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Charged fa. ff5ig988g^0^ 

. and are intesoded t» pay faculty and any necessa^ matotenanoa. ™ 


are mi ni m a l, and are intended ti> pay 
solely for ttje op«rattons of the lot 
Employees at the Ilepartmenb of Trans- 
portation headtjuarters building, for ex- 
ample, pay $6.85 a month to park. 

One of the most blatant examples of 
free parking is that it is provided to 
employees right here at the 0.S. Capitoll 
where employees of the Senate and 
House, as well as the Members them- 
selves, i>ark for free. Why should my 
staff, or why should I, have free parking 
when people in private industry a block 
away pay $55 a month for parking? This 
is a position I have not always endorsed. 
But the logic of the argument is over- 
whelming and X have no intellectual 
option but to admit the inequity of ask- 
ing the private sector to pay and allow- 
ing the public sector a free ride. 

The Office of Management and Budg et 
haiOhe autnorityTo ag|p - 

cbarae , fgys, JaJBisu 3a aL. J ..h f i 4 

anticipated OMB w^'otild act on tliis issue 

the ne^7oFenagt!!!^ 

hrts TRlfftd rr> TThA Hnngfrocq 

could charge its M^bers and employees, 
but it has not. - 

The bUl I am introducing today is 
very simple. It would require that any 
employee of the Federal Government who 
uses any Government owned or operated 
parking space must pay a parking fee 
that is equivalent to commercial rates in 
the area. In an effort to encourage car- 
poolin g, ny bill permits a lower rate for 
cars carrying four or more persons. And 
it is written to assure that a member of 
the pubUc who visits a Federal building 
on business will not have to pay. 

I think that is a fair and reasonable 
approach. Mr. President, I ask imani- 
mous consent that the bill be printed 
in the Record. : : 

There l>emg no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows:-'- 

3.) B7r- . 

Be it enacted hy the Senate vtnd Bottse of 
Representatives of the Vnited States of Amer- 
ica in Congress assembled. That this Act may 
be cited as the ‘"Parlcmg 5^ Act of 1079.*' 

Sec. 2, (a) The Congress finds that em- 
ployees of the UnJlted States pay nc^hing, or 
only a modest fee, for parking an automobile 
at work on. Federal property, a service for 
which an employee In private industry us- 
ually pays commercial rates. The Congress 
also finds that such a policy of free or low- 
coet parking by Federal employees discour- 
ages the wide use of mass ttanalt and other 
energy-efficient modes of trsuisportatlon. 

(b) The Congress, therefore, declares It 
shall be the policy of the United States to 
charge^ the equivalent of commercial parkin®* 
rates at all parking lots under the control of 
the United States. 

Sec. 3, The -Fubllc Bujff3Iiigs Act of 1959 
as amended (•«) U.S.C. 601-618) is amended 
by inserting a new section after section 12, 
,and by renumbering subsequent sections ac- 
cordingly: 

“Sec 13. (a) Beginning on October 1, 1979, 
a^fee for the parking of any automobile or 
other motortssed vehicle used for transporting 
passengers to and from the place of employ- 
ment shaU be^charged at all parking facilities 
owned, t^nirolled. or operated by any Federal 
agency. Such fees shall be established at the 
equivalent ot the commercial parking mtes 
cUl^a^ ^ ireneral area for similar fa- 

*'(b) Funds received 


facility and any necesawiry maintenance. 
Funds remaining from such fees shall be de- 
posited m the general revenues of the Treas- 
ury. 


ing heating costs to claim a lower net 
dollar Income, thereby qualifying them 
for an increased allotment of food 
'(cy^hia section does not apply to park- - stamps with which to adequately feed 

Bdfftciii- their families. Inj addition to providing 


ing at military bases or other Isolated 
ties where no nearby commercial parking 
exists. The fees required by this section may 
b e rec ced to encourage the use of carpools 
carrying four or more passengers. This sec- 
tion shall not apply to persons using park- 
ing facilities under the control of the United 
States for business purposes for periods, of 
up to two hours.” ® 


By Mr. CHAFEE: 

S. 872. A bill to amend section 5(e) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1877 to in- 
crease the amount of the deduction al- 
lowed under such section for excess shel- 
ter expense, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry," K 

. . FOOD ST&Mp ACX 

• Mr; GHAFKE, Mr, president, today I 
am introducing legislaftion amending the 
Food Stamp Act of ip77 to provide for 
more eqiUtable distripution of benefits 
to those households juffering from ex- 
ceedingly high home ] leating costs. 

Spiraling energy ccsts seriously affect 
all of -- ' ' * “ 


- y 

jnore equitable distribution of benefits, 
raising the limit, I instead of totally re- 
moving it, retains an important feature 
of the food stamp program — fiscal re- 
sponsibility. Whilq my proposal win re- 
quire some increasfe in total program ex- 
penditures, I believo it is a necessary 
measure and one which will underscore 
the Federal Government's longstanding 
commitment to help our Nation's poor.® 

By Mr. RI^ICOFP (for himself. 

Mr. Bentsen, and Mr. Tower) : 

S. 873. A bill toj amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to waive in certain 
cases the rcssldeniy requirements for 
deductions or exclusions of Individuals 


the Committee on 


living, abroad; to 
Finance. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Imt. President; 
today introducing 
fair tax treatment 


us, but partic 
poor who must spen 


larly the Nation's 
a large portion of 


, X am 

legislation to insure 

for Americans work- 

mg overseas who are forced to return to 
X., • circumstances be- 

in the country in 


the United States 
yond their contro 


their irtcome to heat their homes, leav- 


ing little to cover ot 
necessities such as fi 


|er basic household 
d, rent, and cloth 


mg. The Department of Energy reports 


that home heating c 
ing, outpacing ove 
rises by 100 percent. 
January 1975 to June 
oil prices^ increased 


its are skyrocket- 
consumer price 
'or example, from 
^978, home heating 
52 percent -while 


overall consumer prices increased 25 per- 
cent— and prediction^ for the future are 
equally discouraging. 

My proposal addresses these rising 


the intent of the 
improve program 
;on while maintain- 


costs. While I suppo 
food stamp reforms 
efficiency and operat 
ing fiscal responsibljlity, the 1977 act's 
newly imposed excess shelter cost cap 
falls to reflect the wi de regional dispari- 
ties relative to home heating costs. For 
example, annual hone heating costs in 
the Northeast are ap Droximately 51 per- 
cent higher than in the South and ap- 
proximately 87 percer t greater than costs 
reported for the W estern States, How 
then does this arbitr iry shelter cost cap 
impact on 'those Sh.tes burdened with 
such energy costs? The overaU result has 
been a drastic reduction in benefits for 
many households or a change in eligi- 
bility status. In my own State of Rhode*^^ 
Island. 60 to 7 0 pe rcenfc of the pro- 
gram recipients have lost some of their 
benefits as a result oC the 1977 act and 
approximately 4 percmt of the pre-1977 
households will bee )me ineligible for 
benefits of any kind. 

My amendment at ieinpts to alleviate 
these inequities by iiJcreasing the limit 
on excess shelter cos : deductions. Pres- 
ently, the shelter cost! cap stands at $80 
My proposal would rWse this figure to 
$105. Th^ shelter cosh limit would con- 
tinue to be adjusted ^ery July i and 
January 1 to reflect changes in thq CPI. 
Raising the shelter cost deduction rec- 

'A^p/ftl^ea‘P6r Ria^9see2OO3MsW06tio''' 


Which they are working. Senator Beot 
sen has worked closely with me in devel- 
oping this legislation. I am pleased that 
he and Senator Tower are c-osponsors of 
this legislation.. 1 

At the present time, Americans living 
and working abroad are eUgible to use 
section 91X or 913 Af the Intemai Reve- 
nue Code. These provisions are intended 
to offset* excess living costs and to pro- 
vide a modest incentive for Americans to 
work in hardship cases. In order for a 
person to qualify fjp use section 911 or 
913, that person must be a bona fide resi- 
dent of. a foreign bountry or must be 
present in a foreignlcountry for at least 
1 7 out of 18 months.| : * * - ♦ ; 

Xt has come to |ny attention*’ as ^ai 
result of the recent bccurrences in Iran 
that the above requirement can cause se- 
vere injustices in cerlain situations. For 
example, a constituent of mine worked 
in Iran for 14 months an d then was 
forced to return to ^he United States 
because of the revolution in Iran. That 
individual would have stayed in Iran for 
the required 17 of IS months but for the 
disturbances in Iran. As a result of only 
being there for 14 mbnths, he is pro- 
Mbited from using thel excusion or item- 
ized deductions providfed by sections 911 
and 913. This is the jease even though., 
he-was in Iran for theteribire 1978 caien- ■ 
dar year. He incurred a full year of 
extraordinarily , high housing and living 
costs but cannot take advantage of the 
provisions Congress prbvided so that in- 
flated taxes would not be paid on excess • 
livingcosts. 

The legislation being introduced today 
corrects this situation oy permitting the 
Secretary of the Treast ry to waive the 17 
out of 18 month requirement in certain 
specified situations. Thfe Secretary could 
grant such a waiver when, after consul- 
tation ^th the Secretary of State, he 
determines that individuals were re- 
quired to leave a foreign, country because 
. adverse 

►retgn TSountry which 



S3900 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD --- SE^ 
Approved FcrRelease 2003/11/06 : CIA-RDP8S-009 


precluded the normal conduct of 
ness by the Americans required to leave. 

The Secretaiy's waiver decision would 
be made with respect to a particular sit- 
uation in a foi'eign country. The deter-_ 
mination woud not be made based on the 
situation of inctividual employees or par- 
ticular companies. The American worker^ 
must have been requu’ed ta return to the 
United States because .of conditions in 
the foreign country widch made it im- 
possible for Americans to continue nor- ' 
mal business operations. ! . . -ii 

If a waiver were gran tod in a specific 
situation, the American worker could 
deduct expenses deductibie under section 
913 attributable to tlie period tliat the 
individual was living and working in that 
foreign countn^ If an individual is eligi- 
ble for a flat , exclusion I (under .section 
911) , that indiiddual wox4d be entitled to 
the exclusion prorated for the portion of. 
the calendar year spent! in the foreign 
country. - . . \ • . . * - ^ ‘ 

Tb,is legislatlion woidd be applicable to 
taxpayers who are req\ih:ed to leave a 
foreign counia^f after Sei>tembei 1. 1978.. 
Thus, if the S<5cretary granted a waiver 
with respect to Iran — and It is contem- 
plated that he will grfint'such a waiver — 
this legislation would [ apply to those 
Americans who lived and worked in Iran 
but were forced to leave because of the 
recent revolution In tJiat country. 

There is no requii’emenb in the leg- 
islation that the waiveridecision be made 
by the SecretaJT of Treasury prior to the 
American employee leaving the foreign 
country in question. 'Fhere will be occa- 
sions when TIB, citizens will have to de- 
cide on their own thatl a place is unsafe 
or that it is not possible to continue nor- 
mal business operations because of dis-. 
turbances la a c.oimtryJ For foreign policy 
or other reasons, the decision by the 
Secretary might be delayed. As long as a 
waiver is eventually! granted by the 
Secretary and the Secretary is satisfied 
that the taxpayer Idf t because of the 
' conditions in the foreign country neces- 
sitating the waiver, the taxpayer could 
take advantage of the provisions of sec- 
tions 911 and 913. L . :• 

Mr. President, thh straight forward 
legislatiDn corrects a| technical problem 


conduct of (3) of subsection (a), andndlvldual who 

required to leave. period is a bona dde resident of or is 

pr wmilH present in a foreign country and who — - ' 

3 a D^icS^ X country-. - ' : ” 

during any period during which the 
j uetCT-j Secretary determines, after consultation with 
aade based on the Secretary of State or his delegate, that 
employees or par- individuals were required to leave such for- 
American worker*^ elgn country because of war, civil unrest, or 
d to return to the idmllar adverse ' condtions in such foreign 
of conditions in coxmtry which pi^ecluded the normal conduct 
riirh itn- Of business by such Individuals, and 

™ “(d) before meeting the requirements of 

to continue nor-, paragraphs d) and (2), and ' . " 

“(B) establishes to the satisfaction of . the 
ntod in a specific secretary that be cotild reasonably have been 
an worker could expected to have met such requirements,. 

Ibie under section shaU be treated a» having met such require- 
j period tliat the ments with respect to that period during 
id working in that which he was a bona fide resident or was 
ndividual is eligl- present in the foreign country/*. 

« IrimriAT* (b) (l)vThe amendments made by aubsec- 

# :«dng after December 31. 1976, but only with 
lor tne poraon or, fesp^t to periods an individual was a bona 
Gti in the foreign resident of or present, in a foreign coun- 
} try ar^d did not meet tlie Te«iuirements of 

d be applicable to section £}i3(ji)* (s.> tor (8) of Internal 
luhred to leave a Revenue erode of 1054 with respect to such 
Jehtemb^r 1, 1978. Periods because h© Jeft the foreign country 
ffTAntwi ft waiver September 1. 1978. •• . 

<2) The Secretary! of the Treasury ‘ Or hie 
ana it xs conxem- delegate may make detemiinatlons under 
such a waiver — section 9l3(J)(4)(A)(i) of such Code, as 
j apply to those added by subsection '(a), for any period after 
3d worked in Iran September 1. 1978. \ 

ve because of the (3) in the ca^e of an individual who electa 
lat country. under section i209(e> of the Foreign* Earned 

mAnfc In the lee- Income Act of 1978 not to have the amend- 
‘‘dPcLsion hp ments made by that Act apply, the Secretary; 

if * maae purposes of sectloh 911(a) (1) and (a) (2) 
:asttry pnor to me InterirAar Revenue Code of X954, as in 

aving the foreign effect before such amendments, shall apply 
here will be occa- rules for detennining[perlods of residence or 
s Will have to de- presence In a foreign Icountry similar to the 
la place is unsafe rules provided in section 913{j)(4) of such 
e to continue nor- Code, as added by subsection (a) . 

IS because of dis- # BENTSEN. Mr. President. I am 
For foreign poiicy pleased to join Senator Ribicoff in co- 
decision by the sponsoring legislation to waive, in cer- 
ayed. As long as a tain cases, residency requirements for 
granted by the American taxpayers Hiving and working 
retary is satisfied ahroad.^ - \ . 

t because of the Under present law,l a citizen is eligible 
gn country neces- for deductions under \ section 913 of the 
le taxpayer could jrq code if he or she is a bona fide resi- 
provlsions of sec- , . ^ient of a foreign country or countries for 
1 ' year or if they are 

straight forward physically present in. a foreign coxmtry 
technical problem or countries for 51(> days within an 18- 


with sections 911 and 913. These provi-^^ month period. 


, sions faOed to take account of situations 
where a UJS. toxpayer, before having 
lived and worked in aiforeign country for 
^ ' 17 out of 13 months is forced to leave 
- that country due to j conditions in that 
^ country beyond the taxpayers control. I 
urge the prompt enactment of this legis- 
lation. ■ , - j -- 

President. X ask- unanimous con- 
/: — ^ the.^text: oC this legislatioh be^ 

at this point in the Record. 

: There being no objecion. the bill wa^. 


year, when we revised the code as 
it relates to the tax treatment of citizens 
living and working abroad, we neglected 
to provide for the crucidl contingency of 
a foreign emergency. X\^en civil unrest 
in a foreign country necessitates the de- 
parture of U.S. personnel, I feel It is un- 
just to penalize these in<^ividuals for cir- 
cumstances beyond their-control. 

This bill waives the mandatory period 
of stay if the Secretary of the Treasury 
determines that American taxpayers 


ordered to be printed in the Record, as have been required to leave a foreign 
follows: ' ] ; - country because of civil unrest^^ 

s. 8^3 J ; I / * ances. or other adverse conditions which 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House preclude the normal conduct of business 
of Representatives of the United States of by such Individuals. The waiver applys to 
America in Congress ^sembled, Tbat (a) Americans forced to leive their jobs 
subsection (J) of section 913 of the Internal September 1, 1978. - ^ 

Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to deduction President, recent c ircumstances in 

for certain' expenses Of living abroad) ia 

amended by adding at the end thereof the Iran Provide an excellent example of Why 
rpuowing new paragraph: we need such legislation. According to 

"(4) WAivxE OF PERIOD OF STAY IN FOBEiGN State Department figures, there ■ were 
couNTaT— For 
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Iran as of September 1978. By the end of 
January 1979, this figure has dropped 
: dramaticaliyto approximately 12,000 cit- 
izens. L^t month, Americans in Iran 
number^ fewer than 3,000. In other 
words, almost 40,000 Americans working 
in Iran \fere compelled to leave their jobs 
due to mounting anti-American sentl-, 
ments ai^d civil disturbances. 

As the internal political situation 
worsened! resulting in the shutdown of 
- American^ facilities in Iran, Americans 
left the. country in droves only to find 
themselv^ ineligible for forei^ tax 
treatmentl I believe there Is an urgent re- 
Quiremenli for legislation to allow those 
A mericani whose employment abroad 
wa*s prematurely interrupted to main- 
tain their ^expatr late tax status, No pre- 
cise estimates are available but Jt Jr be- 
lieved that several thousand Texan? vrlll 
suffer an unexpected financial Joss with- 
out this needed legislation. In this man-' 
ner, we will help eJimlnato some of thg 
hardsbh^Jlhese Individimls are subject 
to at the present time;® / - 

S, 874. 4 bill to aboli.?h the Calif onna 
Debris Commission; to the Gommitiec on 
EnvJronmqnt ajj d Public Works. : 

/ cat T^'ORNTA DEBRIS COMMISSION- i 

• Mr. CHAKSTCN. Mr. President, 7 in- 
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to abolish j the California Debris Com- 
This Commissi on* consisting of thjfie 
officers of the Araiy Corps of Engineers, 
was established in 1893 to regulate hy- * 
draulic mining activities In - the State. 
At that thne, hydraulic mining was a 
' highly important activity in California, 
But it resulted in large dex'roslts of nilt, 
.sand, and gravel being deposited ii3 the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River ,sysr 
terns, impairing the usefulness of the 
stream chainnels for navigation* and 
■ flood-carrying purposes. The California 
Debris. Comxhisslon was set up to insure 
that prospective hydraulic mine opera- 
« ^tors provide adequate debris restraining 
facilities, or Wy tor debris storage Jn 
reservoirs built by tlie Federal Govern - 
mentc In addition to this regulatory func- 
tion, the Caiifornla Debris Commission 
/ was to serve construction agency Jn 
tlxe building of Federpsl debris cont>'ol 
facilities. . ' ' . • - 

^ Mr. Fr^esidenij, the California Debris - 
Commission hasl long since fulfilled its 
mission and servfes no useful purpose to- 
day. The California Depai'tment of 
Water Resources has recommended that 
the Commission be abolished. The bill I . 
am introducing would terminate the 
Commission on Sebtember 30, 1979 and 
transfer any imex^ended funds to the 
Secretary of the Ariny. 

Mr. President,.! ask unanimous con-' 
sent that the text of the bill be printed* 
in the Record. ' f / 

8. 874 - ' 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That section 
1 of The Act of March 1, 1893 (183 Stat. 507*) 

Is hereby amendai by adding the following 
new subsections: ^ 

“Sec. 1(b) The CaUfornia Debris Commls-’ 
Sion shall be abolished on the last day- of 

8l^tf0e(W)WtQ2G-4- hr 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
ATTENTION: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


Associate Deputy Director for Admiaistratiou 

Chief, Regulations Control Branch 

James H. McDonald 
Director of Logistics 

Publication of Headquarters Notice 


It is requested that the attached Headquarters Notice 
be published as soon as possible. 


Att 


Signed: ] canes H. McDonafcf 

James H, McDonald 


cc : A/DDA 


Distribution: 

Orig - C/RCB 

1 - OL Official 
J/ - 0L/P5PS 
1 - D/L Chrono 


0-D/L: 


(13 April 1979) 
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